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FOREWORD 


‘This paper, written in the midst of the Cuban crisis, presents the 
author's personal and unproveble estimate of what the crisis is all 
about, some amount of prediction of how events will procede, and some 
‘remarks concerning an alternative course which this country could have 
pursued. As will be evident, the views presented here are at wide 
variance with the apparent popular view in the Western world at this 
Inasmich as merely delaying this paper until the outcome of current 
events is clearer would afford an opportunity to cancel it and thereby 
save the author the risk of exbarasament in being found to have been 
quite wrong, and inasmuch as the thesis here advanced is unprovable at 
present (if ever), one may wonder what motivates ite presentation. The 
thesis 16 advanced that the Russians precipitated these events for 
specific primary and secondary objectives, and that events are turning 
out as they hoped. When these ideas were broached to various RAND 
colleagues during the first days one facet of their disagreement was 
their disbelief that the Russians could (or would) engage in such a 
devious ani complex plan. In the author's view the plan--especially 
as viewed from Moscow--is not particularly complex. Not only are such 
schemes elementary by Russian standards, but also by the standards 
of any competent American political machine. 

It will be inpossible to claim, some months hence, that the course 
of events and the Russian plan were evident fram the outset. Such a 
writer would be accused of mere second guessing. It would be argued 
that not-only was no such reading of the situation possible, but even 
that the plan did not exist. Instead, it might be argued, the Russians 
" ‘Dlundered into the situation in a wholly different way and the outcome 
was, at most, @ result of their good luck. Hence this paper seeks to 
call the turn in order to demonstrate that thie interpretation of the 
whole affair was there to be seen from the beginning, and in order to 
refute the claim that the outcome was a matter of chance. 

Even today the argument might be made that the writer now has the 
benefit of hindsight and that the Russian plan and purpose could not 
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have been seen on 22 October. On the contrary: all the major features 
of this paper were discussed with eeveral colleagues early 23 October. 


Although this paper is indeed an expression of the author's 
individual views, the expression has been improved considerably by the 
helpful coments of Dr. BE. Bedrosian, Mr. A. Weasel, and especially 
those of Dr. H. Speier. 


I. BACKGROUND 


Now that the Cuban missile situation has arisen one might speculate, 
in retrospect, as to whether we could have predicted it. To this writer 
the likelihood seems very small. If it should appear that someone did 
indeed make the prediction, I would expect to find that it was advanced 
very tentatively, perhaps eas one of a variety of vaguely possible 
Ruseioan courses of action, and this turn of events could not have been 
singled out to have been notably likely. I make no claim for having 
thought of it at all prior to Monday, 22 October. 

However once the fact of Russian missiles in Cuba was known one 
could iumediately seek to explain why they were put there, how the 
Russians expected to operate in the subsequent period, what their primary 
and secondary objectives were, what their assessment of risks snd costs 
seems to have been, and how the U.&. might meet the situation. This 
paper seeks to present a plausible set of hypotheces concerning these 
matters, albeit no more then unsupportable opinion and certainly not 
the only plausible hypotheses which could be framed. 

The hypotheses to be developed stem from 4 preliminary group of 
hypotheses which serve as background--as input assumptions for whet 
follows. These four preliminary assumptions, with an accompanying 
reason for each in turn, are: | 


1. he Russians did not expect their missile buildup in Cuba 


to_gp undetected until after operational status was © 
achieved. That is: they did not expect to move so quickly 


as to sneak an operational system, full-blown and threatening, 
under our noses before we got wind of it. 

fhe reason for this assertion is that the Russians knew 
we were flying reconnaissance missions over Cuba; Castro 
has protested the flights on several occasions. Further~ . 
more the Russians have seen. our eerial photography and 
can be under no illusions that their bases would be 
undetectable or unnoticed. Perhaps the Russians would 
have been pleased by our failure to detect the buildup — 
(even this is open to question), but it is quite | . 
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ineredible that they would have moved in on the 
expectation of going undetected. On the contrary, 
the odds favcred detection and they must have known 


that. 
2. The Russians did not expect that the U.S. would fail to 
react. ᾿ 


The reason for this assertion lies in 8 realistic 
estimate of both domestic and western henisphere 
politics. In view of the Bay of Pigs failure end 
consequent wounding of U.S. pride, and the rather | 
important public pressure on the President to impose 
at least a blockade--if not an invasion--on Castro 
even before the eppearance of the Russian missiles, 
and the ongoing use of the Cuban question 48 8 
Republican issue in the election campaign, it could 
not have been deemed likely that the U.S. would 

- yeact lese strongly than we did. Indeed the impo- 
sition of a blockade was nearly the least that could 
have been done without committing domestic political 
suicide. 

While complete Latin American support for U.S. 
action was not assured, nevertheless it would be 
difficult to conceive a provocation more likely to 
elicit strong support for counteraction. It would 
require a considerable misinterpretation to expect . 
Latin American tolerance of ἃ Russian miclear weapon 
base in this hemisphere; anti-American sentiment is 
one thing, but Russian weepons are quite another. 
Hence, while the Russians would surely have been 
willing to accept cur failure to react, they could 
not have gone into the event in the expectation 
that we would not. 


| 3. The missiles were. = But in Cuba for political purposes but 
‘not for atric miii 868. ᾿ 


Clearly these Russian weapons were much too: sort end 
too vulnerable to attack to play 6 significant role 
during ἃ central war. Such military worth as they hed 
resided almost entirely in their possible first strike 
use. However even jf these weapons were credited with 
completely successful. first strike use in concert with 
other Russian veepons, their contribution to the 
diminution of U.8. capability would be insufficient to 
tip the balance. As matters stand such a Ruseian pre- 
emption would still heve been suicidal. This is not. 
to say that Russien strategic weapons deployed in 
greater mmber (and perheps more survivable basing) 
would not suffice to alter the strategic balance, but 
only thet this deployment did not. Further, this 
deployment cannot be regarded as the first phase of a 
bigger and longer-term buildup except 8 ἃ conditional 
option which the Russians might subsequently have 
elected in the unlikely event thet the ὕ.8. failed to 
react to this deploynent. - 

Thus it sppears that the expected outcome of this 
deployment would not have offered a purely military 
benefit sufficient to warrant the risks and costs 
involved, and this could not have been the primary 
Russian motivation. 

The risk of central war ¢ 
erieis. was gall, 

It is casier to disniss ‘the Likelihood: of Russian. 

ta Be Amitasion,: quite sport ὦ from the 


' τα r out of the Cuban 


The U.8, claiming a credible first strike, and 
exteniing deterrence to the western hemisphere 
(President Kennedy's third point), is the more Likely 
to initiate. The deniel thet such initiation was 


really imminent at any tine during this crisis depends 
upon ἃ recognition of the U.S. need for a sufficient 
excuse to initiate. We, at least #0 fer, require ἃ 
very good excuse to initiate and Rusele provided no 
such excuse. It is widely agreed that the Russians 
rely-on receiving fairly early political warning of | 
U.S. preventive var or of a significant diminution 

in the U.S. requirement for a casus belli. Thus the 
Russian feeling of safety in this Cuban crisis must 
have been enhanced by the recent mood of the U.S, 
wherein there is very Little sentiment for pre-emption 
or prevention. 


These four assumptions establish a context within which to speculate 
on the Russian purpose in choosing to take a provocative action, likely 
to be detected, and Likely to compel reaction, but not at all likely to 
put Russia in direct danger of attack. 


τι. THE PRIMARY RUSSIAN CBJECTIVE 


ee 


The: Castro regime stat have eppeared, in the view from the Kremlin, 
as ἃ very uncertain and expensive ‘foothold in the Western hemisphere. 
As an avowed communist goverment, which. therefore cannot be allowed to 
616 », Castro's: Cuba is. an economic. burden 
upon Russia--very possibly thrust. ‘upon: © reluctant Rusaien goverment 
which might have preferred ἃ different tine: and: place. Surely the Kremlin 
view of guch an expensive lwury was that it mast be made worth its cost. ; 
The principal deficiency of the Cuban foothold was. that its sure 
vivsbility was mt convincingly great--largely because nobody could 
foretell vhether and when the U.S. would. invade, ‘The Bay of Pigs left 
‘no doubt of the U.8. ‘interest: in active ‘steps for the elimination of 
the regime. Any reading of our press would disclose that President 
Kennedy suffered δ significant domestic political setback through his 
eppeering to. have acted less than resolutely. This. setback, in a field 
of which he had made. much in his own presidential compaign, was one 
which he could. mot afford to allow to grow. etill worse in the coming» 
years. The current congressional campaign, in which Kennedy took active 
partisan part, further developed the Cuban’ fasue as. one of eppreciable | 
domestic importance. Looking, forverd. 8 year or ‘two. to the next presi= 
- @ential campaign, the Russians. must have. found scant. assurance that our 
forbearance would endure; they - could: τοῦ possibly have seen ‘reason, for — 
. confidence that, ve would not again teke up ‘ams, against Castro--end. 
this time topple: hin, The very exploitation of the ‘Cuban foothold 
vould make Ὁ.8, intervention all the ' wore Likely in rough proportion 


It 19 intrinsic in this objective that the timing of Russia's 
move vas somewhat forced, not only in order to hasten the exploitation, 
put also in order to act before U.S, forbearance decayed even further 
pecause Russia wished to minimize the likelihood that their action 
would precipitate our invasion. That is: the Russian plan was founded 
in the estimate that they could precipitate ἃ crisis right now (and 
could manipulate its progress) wherein the net riek of losing the — 
regime to invasion would be less than the inherent risk if they took 
no preventive action, and that the consequences of their action, if 
successful, would be a fairly permanent reduction of risk. 
᾿ ΣῸ deserves note that Russia would very much rather preserve the 
regime than lose it, but thet if their action had triggered our invasion 
' they would not have deemed their action 8 blunder because this risk of 
loss was inherent in the situation. Furthermore their assessment of 
the loss would have been moderated by the numerous potential new footholds 
elsewhere in Latin America and by their propaganda opportunities to 
berate the U.S. for breaking the peace, subverting the peace-making 
machinery of the UN, and imposing gringo inperialiem en suffering 
Latinos. 


iit. τίς RUSSIAN METHOD 


Te 


Given the foregoing objective, one can imagine the Frenlin 
rusinating over ‘various ways to produce the needed crisis. Among the 
requirements to be met are not only the avoidance of undue risk-- 
especially to Russia's homeLand--but also that as many secondary 
objectives as. possible. ‘are to be achieved. And the ‘final requirements ’ 
which are essential: 

1. A crisis mst really be precipitated, 

2 The provocation must be ἃ strong one--s60 strong that 

the Kremlin does not foreage amy need for δ᾽ ComPATENY 
provocative | ect. in Cuba in the future.. 
The choice of strategic missile bases satisfies these last ‘two re- 
quirenents particularly well. 

To add window dressing to this hypothesis: perhaps some of the 
seening Rus6ian haste in their site activation was in order to force 
the issue out at the height of the U.S. election campaign in order to 
increase. the pressure for prompt response to the situation, In any 


event. the: haste. would serve. to heighten the atmosphere of crisis; 60 
‘too would ἃ partial veil of secrecy. . 
The Russian plan reached ita peek at the time President Kennedy 
announced. publicly his re response. Had his choice been invasion ἴδε. 
. Ruseian behavior from that. point on would have been easy enough to 
» preplsn, Leaving: only the details for moment-to-moment adjustment. Had 
sour Desponse been neither invasion nor bieckade » no doubt the Russians | 


out, the Russians yielded ground--including the dismantling of their 
own missile bases, although this no faster and no more thoroughly than 
necessary and always at a pace gauged to our impatience. 
Mearsfile they wistied the peace-making machinery of the UN to bog 
down, ‘There vere inmmerable opportunities; Russia might heve oe 
- gtilk can) engaged in ἃ Geneva debate over the agenda.of meetings, 
composition of an inspection team, the requirement of a troika see ety 
of the inepection team, and so on--for years if necessary. No doubt 
they: found other opportunities for delay in Mikoyan‘s visit and in Castro's 
recalcitrance (whether or not Castro is in cahoots on this). They have 
‘undoubtedly decorated the basic evolution of their plan with embellish- 
ments which have enhanced confusion, because oquivocal conditions ine 
trinsically hamper U.S. freedom to act and thereby afford greater | 
‘warning time within Which Russia can modulate its beliavior in response 
to ὕ.8. moods and actions. Various details, such as seemingly contra- 
dictory messages, can be interpreted as intentional contributions to 
, confusion (or, of course, to real slip-ups in a bureaucracy Which is 
controlling its detailed performance on an hour-by-hour basis). 
Throughout this period of ebatenent the U.S. casus 6111 evaporated, 
Our allies no longer share our feeling of need for vigorous measures-- 
and probably neither do some of our citizens who, on 22 October, would 
have supported invasion. On 22 October 6 high water mark vas established 
~--one Which never before existed--and our action established that that 
' specific and extreme Provocation 18 not 8 casus belli, The water may 
Never again reach that mark. . 


The Russians would be pleased to extract from us ἃ guarantee that 
we will not invade Cuba, but the overt, expression is unnecessary. .The 
. essential fact \ was | eotaniisthed, the principal B ‘Russian objective 


IV. SECONDARY RUSSIAN OBJECTIVES 
Within the basic plan, and irrespective of how we react, there are 
several opportunities to attain secondary Russian objectives. Although 
one could examine these opportunities in the face of alternative U.S. 
reactions, it is mst interesting to consider some which exist within 
the choice the U.S. did make (several of these would exist within 
alternative U.S, choices as well). 


0.8. Response to Provocation 


The Russian action presented the U.8. with one of the most extreme 
provocations which the Russians could create with comparative safety. 
Its nature was such as to elicit just about the strongest alliance 
support that the U.S. could expect. Few issues could be assured of 
arousing such strong domestic support for vigorous action. The provo- 
cation was placed on our doorstep in an area where our military 
superiority 18 unquestioned. It was decorated with overtones of 
secrecy, of miclear danger, cf Russian diplomatic double-dealing, all 
of which serve to justify a promt and vigorous response. 

Our response was, in fact, just about the least possible action 
that could ressonably be taken. We even limited the extent of our 
Dlockade to the exclusion of a few weapons--making it perfectly clear 
that our blockade would not be used even to shut off Russian material 
Suprort to Cuba. 

We are the nation, and this is the administration, which has of 
late made mich of the prompt and appropriate use of conventional forces 
to meet provocation at a less-than-miclesr level. We have announced 
our intention to react conventionally and with appropriate vigor in 
Europe and elsewhere. This event suggests that we really have a slow 
fuse, and this suggestion will not be lost on the Russians ; nor will 
they allow it to escape the notice of our allies. If this response is 
@ measure of our determination then how might others expect us to react 
to a Soviet-supported Kurdish revolt in Iran--where the. threat to our- 
selves is less, the clerity of guilt is less, ‘the support of our allies 
is less, and our military capability: is less? — 


Fear of Central War 


I believe that widespread fear of the outbreak of central var-- 
however poorly founded in the specific circumstances which cause it-- 
harms the Western alliance and so serves the Russian purpose without 
creating notable counterpart harm in the communist camp. It is the 
Weetern world which has studied the intricacies of central war Btrategy 
and tactics and has studied extensively the damage which such a var 
would do. We have broadcast the information and insured that the 
layman has good reason for fear, and we have enunciated a Type ITI 
Deterrence policy for the defense of Rurope which affords occasion 
for fear. - 

As these war scares recur many people, seeing 8181} promise of 
enduring peace down this avenue, seek alternatives. Indeed thos fact 
that they seek a variety of alternatives enhances the division of 

opinion Which recults. Some seek the extreme of unilateral disarmanent, 
"but a more significant portion come to accept the notion that a poorly- 
inspected and unsafe arms control agreement is justified. Others, 
notably France, find renewed reason to seek a national deterrent, free 
of dependence on us and so, hopefully, less likely to involve them in 
our troubles. Still others find reason to settle for one or another 
form of political compromise with Russia, including a variety of forns 
of neutraliem. ‘This is an erosive process which attains no particular 
Russian epal at any specific time, but which fosters and helps mmerous 
other Russian attacks on Western unity. 

There can be no doubt that a significant war scare was created in 
the West~-not only in Los Angeles where the housewives stripped the 
grocery stores of canned goods--but also in England and Demiark and 
France. And 10 is equally clear that Khrushchev did what he could to 
enhance the war scare--for exanple, his statement that there is still 
@ chance for peace es long as. the meclear rockets are not flying. 


Disclosure of U.S. Alert Plans: 


᾿ς When this nation reacts, as we did, by dispersing SAC, by sending 
the fleet to sea, and so forth, the Russians have an opportunity to 
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examine in minyte detail our plans and procedures for going on an 
alert. ‘Those who believe that Russia seeks an opportunity for surprise 
attack (I am not one) find this disclosure of our alert posture 
dangerous in itself. However even a less adventurous Russian, bent 
instead on 8 political victory, would find this information useful as 
indicators of U.&. intentions. He might feel somewhat more sure of 

- his ability to foresee our blow and to moderate hie provocations soon 
enough. There have been opportunities in the past to watch us in a 
crisis (e.g.: Lebanon) and there will, no doubt, be more in the future, 
but the observation of this crisis mist have been a secondary Russian 
objective. . 


Overseas Bases Issue 


By forcing a vigorous U.S. protest the Russians have resurrected 
their own long-standing objection to our overseas bases. They have 
reminded the world, in an enphatic way, that there really is reason to 
object. Of course, we have tried from the outset to draw a distinction 
between ours and theirs, and some of our allies tried to reiterate that 
distinction, but it seems doubtful thet our case is sufficiently 
persuasive to offset the Russian case. (In this connection it is 
interesting to observe anong some ordinary U.S. citizens a wry remark 
that they too think our distinction is unconvincing. ) . 

Very possibly the IL-28's were included in the Cuban forces in 
order to include the case against bomber bases as well as against 
missile bases. If so, the essential feature was that they be bombers, 
but it didn't mich matter which model. 

In sum: the Russians probably scored here a point of moderate but 
enduring worth. ‘They are likely to find it useful and we can expect to 
meet it agein and again in the UN, in Ceneva, and in propaganda. 

It has been suggested widely that the primary Russian objective 
in the Cuban affair waa to.create trading stock and to compel & negoti- 
ated trade for some of our overseas bases (Turkey is the one often 
suggested). This hypothesis calls for the: assumption that the Russians 
miajudged seriously the Western resction--not only in the U.S. but 
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in WATO--to such a blatant power play. There are those who claim the 
Russians can and often do blunder that badly, but I find the claim 
incredible. The variety of forces at work to prevent such Western 
capitulation--U, 8. domestic politics, the Berlin problem and the 
impact on German confidence, the fractionating effect on NATO, the 
devilitating effect on the Near Enast--meke it unlikely that the Russians 
would precipitate the Cuban event on the expectation that such horse~- 
trading was likely to succeed. It is quite incredible that they would 
ante up the Cuban regime on this genble. 


Ὁ, &. Blockade 


The American blockade of Cuba offers, of course, some opportunities 
to score minor propaganda points on the "Yankee pirates." In itself this 
iesue is very weak and the point is not likely to influence enough indi- 
viduals to matter. However the evolving blockade situation offers an 
avenue to ἃ somewhat more important point. 

By 6 akillful control (but not at all difficult to accomplish) 
the Russians can create a protracted equivocal situation. On the one 
hand the Russian missiles and bombers are taken down and packed away in 
boxes (they may or may not be returned to Russia, depending upon whether 
that return seems to be needed to keep the play going) so as greatly to 
ease the tension of the crisis. ‘The peace-making machinery of the U.N. 
(and assorted diplomats on the side) is at work arranging the inspection 
which the U. S. demands. Consequently our allies--almost with one 
voice--insist that we not invade; that we not scuttle the U. N.; that we 
not risk triggering nuclear war. However the U. N. negotiations, while 
not demonstrably stalled, are making slow and uncertain progress. 
Meanwhile the U. 8. maintains its blockade, not stopping the flow of 
eny materials or people which the Russians actually wish to send to 
Cuba, but violating international lew and angering quite a few People 
Gay after day. 

How does the U. 5. diamount from its tiger? Do we invade and 
“scuttle the U. N."2 Do We maintain the blockade perpetually? Do we 
Just quit in disgust after a while? No matter which of these alternatives 
we chose we would lose either same face or some alliance suppor’, either 
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of which would suit Russia. Presumably the attainment of such an 


equivocal situation and its exploitation might be a secondary Russian 
objective. 
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V.__RUSSIAW RISKS AND COSTS 


There was no possibility that Russia could attain these various 
objectives without any cost. Indeed the cost which she has already 
paid ie mch of the basis for the widespread current belief that the 
West, and in particuler the U.S., has scored a major cold var victory 
in the affair. However Ruseia can offset some of its losses by 
eppropriate secondary moves (some of which are discussed below); some 
of the Russian setback 16 highly transitory and amounts to no enduring 
cost to Russia; and some of the losses are of a kind important to us. 
(and so we count them) but unimportant to Russia (and so they care not 
a whit). 

Before going on it is pertinent to emphasize that we need not 
suppose that Russia accepted the risks and losses of this crisis either 
easily or promptly. Very possibly there was a prolonged period of 
debate and inaction before a reluctant decision to eo ehead. Such 
delay would, as noted above, contribute to our understanding of the 
comparative haste with which the offensive veapons were installed in 
Cuba after a more gradual buildup of defensive weapons. However the 
decision to accept risks and losses was made, and it is essential that 
We recognize the decision as one which reflects Russia's expectation of 
δ favorable balance of gains and losses, rather than a total absence of 
loss. 


Loss of the Cuban Regime 


Certainly a major risk which the Russians accepted-~I think the 
biggest by far--was that the U.S. would invade Cuba and eliminate the 
’ pro-Russien regime. However this was not an avoidable risk since ve 
always could and still can, remove that regime. There was no courss 
open to Russia which could wholly avoid this risk, so it was one they 
had no choice but to accept. In effect they chose a course such that 
they either take the loss now, when the loss is cheaper, or reduce 
greatly the risk and increase what it coste us to impose that loss on 
then. 
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loss of Russian Prestige 


Russia wes almost certain to suffer some loss of prestige because 
all of the most likely outcomes of this crisis call for a Russian 
“retreat” before our response. In comprehending Russian acceptance of 
this probable loss it is important that we assess the worth of prestige 
from Russian values. . 

For Russian leaders, like American political bosses, prestige has 
value because it is useful--it is almost like a currency or ἃ tool. 

One accimulates prestige, where possible, as a contribution to political 
power--in other words, for its effect on somebody else, not for its 
effect on one's self. Personal pride per se is not the purpose of 
prestige because one derives hia pride from his real political accomplish- 
ments, and the role of prestige is only as a tool to be used or a 
currency to be expended to further the political ends. The Russian 
treatment of the Hungarian revolt illustrates the willingness to “spend” 
prestige. 

In the West, and especially among the populace wherein a sense of 
national pride is important, prestige also involves the element of 
personal pride and this enhances its worth to us. Consequently the 
gain or loss of prestige between Russia and the West is not 4 zero-sum 
exchange. They value it less than we do, and it is somewhat as if they 
counterfeit the currency which we accept at face value. For this reason 
we are prone to overestimate the weight of prestige in the Russian 

balancing of gain and loss, and perhaps not to understand their ac- 

ceptance of the loss of prestige. We should not overlook that prestige 
of the leadership is incomparably more important here, where the leaders 
must undergo frequent popular election, than it is in an oligarchy where 
the leadership cen better defend its trading of prestige for objectives. 

It is fundamental in the Russian view of prestige that, since it is 
@ means to an end and not en end in itself, prestige considerations can 
hever interfere with politically necessery moves. Goals are chosen on 
far more basic considerations, and the maximization of prestige is then 
sought as a secondary objective within the basic policy. When, as in 
this crisis, the goals demand it, prestige can be expended. 
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In this instance the Russian loss of prestige for backing down 
is partially offset by their opportunity to claim to be cool calm 
collected keepers of the peace who acted reasonably and yielded 
gracefully before the dangerously warlike Americans in order to spare 
mankind the holocaust which would have remulted had they chosen to 
treat us as ve deserve. Perheps as much opinion, worldwide, would be 
awayed by that line of hokum as by the equally hokum claim that the 
ὕ.8. called Khrushchev's bluff and forced his to back down. It is 
unfortunate that the U.S. chose to congratulate Khrushchev's stateaman- 
like conduct. 


Loss of Castro's Prestige 


It could have been foreseen that, almost irrespective of the turn ; 
of events in Cuba, Castro's prestige in Latin America as a nationalist 
leader would suffer severely when his role as a tool of Russia becane 
clear, Inasmuch as the Cuban foothold is to be used to export 
Communism under the guise of Cuban sponsorship, not Russian, this loss 
of prestige influences adversely the consumer acceptance of the export 
commodity. Consequently this question of Cuban prestige is more 
‘directly involved in the political gals than is Russia's own prestige 
and is therefore of greater importance in the Russian plan. There is 
᾿ no question of there having been an adverse reaction of disillusionment 
in Latin America to the overt disclosure of Russian influence in Cuba, 
and the Russian plan undoubtedly contains a means to conceal future 
Russian influence and to restore the appearance of Cuban nationalism 
and independence to the revolutionary regime. It 16 not hard to 
imagine one way this could be done: eliminate Castro. 

All that is needed 16 to hang the whole black eye on Castro ag 
an individual--find him guilty of subverting the revolution and tose 
him out to the wolves while reteining end redirecting the revolution. 
Which means: keep the regime, Consequently the author wonders whether 
Castro will last as long as it takes to get this peper into print. It 
remains to be seen how many of Castro's associates go With him; at 
Present it seems likely that Fidel and Raul are sufficient, and maybe 


even Raul can stay. After all, Ruseia needs soneone who appears to be 
8 popular leader in Cuba, and there aren't very many candidates, 


Consolidation of the West 


If the Cuban crisis really did cause an enduring solidification 
of Western unity and. 8 renewed determination for vigorous response to | 
the coumunist challenge, then Russia suffered en enormous loss. The 
more so if this solidarity brought with it new insight into the 
character of our probleus and of our appropriate behavior. It appears 
that Russia judged this risk to be acceptably small, and I find little 
reason for confidence that they lost their bet. 

Of course the solidarity which was generated is not everywhere 
splendid. The reluctance of British, French, and Italian opinion to 
leap to our support was evident, and much Latin American hostility 
continues. As yet there seems to be relatively little evidence of a 
significant shift of previously uncomitted nations to our comp; their 
role seems instead to lie in the middle ground, as it was before, 
seeking compromise and the abatement of war danger at nearly any cost. 

What is much more important to us as well as to Russia is that 
such new solidarity as was created is transitory. ‘There heve been 
similar occasions in the past When a crude Russian move reinvigorated 
us--the Hungarian revolt. is. an obvicus example, and there are others-- 
but a retrospective examination suggests that their real effect was | 
fairly short-lived. Consequently although ve can rejoice in even a 
transitory. benefit, we should not overvalue our assesament of how 
significant 8 lose Russia deems it. They are more Likely to observe 
end to judge the impermanence than they are the magnitude of the peak. 
. Closely related to thie question is whether or not the West, and 
specifically ‘the U.8., confronted Russia with a new militant spirit of 
determined opposition. Although the current. prevalent: view of our - 
_ press. is ‘that’ we indeed ‘aay Θὰ, thie writer. believes. we. did nothing of “the 
| sort. Instead we took appro xinately the the least ‘possible action (talk — 
is pot: action). in view of the realities of domestic partisan politics, : 
ond at wi 1 be. 0. understood in Yoscow.: If this end the other theses. : 


of this paper are correct then there 1s some Likelihood that an 
atmosphere of disillusioned diseatisfaction will set in after a While. 
Such a turn of opinion would probably make the residinm of the present 
air of solidarity more unfavorable than the atmosphere before Cuba 
just becsuse of dissppointment, discouragement, and frustration. — 
Furthermore, if our actions are deemed, in Moscow, to have been 
relatively week and cautious then our actions may serve to invite 
further provocations elsewhere. I do not think Berlin to be a likely 
, Spot at present, partly because the coupling between Berlin and Cuba 
is very temuous and theoretical, but also because Berlin is one of the 
few places where the Ruseians have some reason to fear that we might 
act with vigor right now. Such places as the Near- and Middle mst 
would seem much more likely spots for Russian action in the near 
future. However we should note that, although the initial German 
reaction has been favorable, further consideration and observation may 
lead German politicians to reconsider and to decide that the U.8. 
actions were weaker than they at first seemed. This would occasion 
further loss of confidence that we would act with what Germans regard 
88 appropriate vigor in Berlin. At sam point such doubts could lead 
them to seek disengagement from us and some form of detente with 
Russia. (With some modification of detail the foreguing remark 16 
extensible to Turkey and to CENTO and SEATO.) ΝΣ 
Such disillusioned reaction has not now set in, and at present 
Russia has suffered a net 1085 in the creation of Western spirit and 
solidarity. ‘Their assessment may include an anticipation of disil- 
lusioned reaction, and we should guard against their fostering it. 


Intelligence Risk 


By placing these veapons in Cuba, close to the U.S. and at definite 

᾿ φλοὶς of capture or compromise, the Ruseians accepted an unusual risk . 
(for then): of intelligence compromise. fhe risk is so umsual that the 
writer, lacking eny information on this point, 4s led to sumnise that 
‘there: were no- miclear Weapons in Cuba because their presence would 
enhance this risk without, magrially aiding the basic © Plane We can 


also ΕΝ ‘that Ruseien security precautions. must have been extensive 
end rigid,’ not. ‘only to keep the missiles out of U.S. hands but also 


out of Cuban hands. 


VI. DEFICIENCIES IN THE U.S. ACTION 


The basic announced U.S. policy in the Cuban crisis is addressed 
to ἃ narrowly-framed very limited objective: the elimination of Russian 
‘etrategic weapons in Cuba. It eppears that we have completely failed 
to look to the future and to recognize that our *ppropriate objective 
should be the elimination of the regime which accepted these ‘Weapons. 

The Weapons afforded us a splendid opportunity to ‘treat: them as 
- Symptom denonstrating the the unac unacceptability of of the regime in ‘the vestern 
hemisphere. President Kennedy's speech to the nation might better have 
turned the principal fire on the regime rather than on Russia, and on 
the regime rather than the missiles. Above all it was a mistake to 
play up the strategic mclear character of the provocation; the situ- 
ation should have been regarded as political, calling for the appropri- 
ate use of conventional forces for stated political objectives. The 
President's third point--the extension of muclear deterrence--should 
indeed have been stated clearly and consisely, but there should have 
been no other allusion to central war or to miclear weapons. Our 
ettitude in this regard should have been one of utter confidance that 
central war hed nothing to do with this problem, that we had no concern 
for the threat posed by these Cuban missiles, and that we knew Russia 
wouldn't make a central war move because they couldn't. (our attitude 
of confidence would, of course, be reinforced by a wider recognition 
in Washington that this is indeed the case.) 

At the time the President went on TV the world was alert to the 
» fact that δ major crisis existed. It is this writer's view that 

τ λαναδῖοι voula have been just about es readily accepted as was blockade-- 
especially if the central war theme were eliminated. Basically it 
doesn't matter much whether this is #0, ‘because ‘there: is ‘no question 
that a preponderance of support for Anvasion was. there: το: ‘be: had, not 
only in the ULB. but also in. most of. this hemisphere. τὸ matters far 
; leas to > wes. in ‘the. ong run, whether Mexico and Venezuela withhold OAS 
τ ἡ - the uban tegine persists; our actions should: 


" a reflect: ‘that ὁ elementary fact. “We; Who etitbit: national concern for’ 


being liked and for having. frienis, should pay some heed to the 
necessity of acting as if ve deserved respect. 

To go further on the question: of the acceptability of invasion, 
it should be noted that no eppropriate modern precedent existed to 
afford a standard whereby to judge whether invasion was justified. Had 
We acted as if there was τὸ question whatever that these missiles consti~ 
tuted a casus belli then we would have established that precedent and 
that criterion then and there. Unfortunately we have established 
precisely the opposite. Now that. the. modern, standard exists we will 
find it difficult to deny and difficult to Violate. That is precisely 
the means whereby Russia has acquired a wholly-unjustified increased. 
protection of the Cuban regine, At ‘present. there ie much discussion 
of whether we have given an explicit guarantee not to invade Cuba, and 
of just exactly what the coum trent ie. However euch an overt guarantee 
would be a luxurious window dressing upon the Russian success; as. matters 
stand we have already eranted a mich more important de facto guarantee. 
Like any other guarantee, it. can be violated, but. only at a cost Which 
could have been avoided. 

In the future. ‘we can ‘expect to encounter an endless series of pre- 
vocative events. centering in Cuba. . We may find guerilla training canps 
established to trein, mall armies for use. in various Latin: American . 
countries. We can expect even more use of radio for’ ‘propaganda, and 

perhaps aiso Jjenming of VOA broadcasts. “Cuba may: “becotie | a. major. ‘Ware- 
house and transehipping point for small ams to: Latin America, Trevler 
beses and submarine bases may eppear (perhaps for the we of. & navy 
given to Cuba by Russia). Mone of these provocations ‘matches | ‘the one 
we have. Spurned, Furthermore. we Imust note: that. Γὺ casus belli really 
does not accumlate; only ov frustration accumulates. This nation 
being vat it is; and we “hope will contime. 1 “be, we -etill need a 

ells de ar frustration; δὲ that. Will, be withheld even | 

“though Russia is likely to operate close to the ἘΣ : 


ve THE ALTERNATIVE U.S. ACTION 

The U.S. should have invaded Cuba, Inasmuch as the net gain from 
such an act would be. largely the retrieval of some position we lost 
8 few years ago, we should not be migled as to the size of the victory 
to be won. However the invasion would prevent a substantial additional 
future loss and this is what offers the greatest part of the vorth. 

. Once our basic policy was established it would have been Siportant 
to adjust the details to improve the opportunities to attain secondary 
objectives. and to diminish opposition opportuni ties to find or to create 
offsetting by-product consequences. For example.we should minimize the 
appearance ‘that we acted in a hasty or poorly controlled way so as to 
risk central war. Hence the manner of our invasion would be important. 

In the writer's view the best course would have been for the 
; President te announce on Monday evening that we Wild invade on Tuesday.” 
This should not have been an ultimatum, nor should it have been con- ~ 
ditional on any action or opinion anywhere in ‘the world, and this fact 
should have been stated cuphatically, We. should have taken the position 
thet the situation demanded a level-headed and calmly-controlled but 
vigorous police action by conventional forces of superior power. 

The President. shoula have announced that at daybreak Tighter sweeps 
over the island will eliminate the Cuban air force, preferably on the 
eround,. ‘Similarly, that Navy forces will move in to eliminate the 
Cuben naval” forces, especially the recently-acquired torpedo boats. He 
should then have gone on to warn the population to stay away from these 
points of attack,” and to urge the Cuban forces not to put up useless 


* 
τοι the. state of readiness aia not permit an | Invasion. on the 23rd 
- . ‘then the President'e sppearance on wv should have been delayed until 
we were Foadye τ 
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resistance. The President should also warn the populace to remain 
away from invasion beaches, air defense sites » ete. 

The same speech should have gone on immediately to amounce that 
our objective ig the elimination of the regime, and that free elections 
Will be held on 1 February under OAS and UN observation. In that 
election our only direct action or interest Would be to prevent the 
imposition of a commnist regime or of any other form of dictatorship, 
end that ve will remain interested permanently in these conditions. 

The stickiest problem we would face in this course of action would 
be the free elections. So far as this writer knows, no suitable 
democratic leaders (especially, non-Batista) have been identified and 
it 1s not cleez just what kind of government a free election would 
produce. Perhaps it would be so inept and weak that we would have to 
shepherd it along for some time. Such an event is obviously undesirable 
- because of the anti-American propaganda it invites, and even the mst 
transparent cloak of concealment under OAS supervision would be helpful. 
In any case this would be the lesser in the choice of evils » and should 
not of itself deter us from invasion. Indeed it would be a situation 
we could even turn to our ultimate propaganda edvantage if we commorted 
ourselves well. 

The other eticky problem would be the probable guerilla var which 
Would remain after the conventional military operation. was finished. 
Whereas we could capture the cities, utilities, military bases » communi- 
cation and transportation facilities, airports, and harbors promptly 
(and probably with only moderate casualties in view of our ability to 
obtain total air superiority), we certainly could not afford to use 
U.S. forces to wage the protracted guerilla campaign--for both military 
and political reasons. We would have to rely on the new Cuban government 
doing this job with Cubans. We could hold the line until they are ready, 
and we could train, equip, and advise them, but the job would be theirs 
to do from the outset. However doubtful the success of the anti- | 
guerilla campaign may seem, the President might well have felt that he 
could not accept any estimete that the job can't be 'done--there is no 
choice. 
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VIII. OTHER ALTERNATIVES FOR THE U.S. 


Only two other alternative courses of action for us at that time 
occur to the vriter: rely wholly on negotiating the missiles out of 
Cuba; attack the missile sites without invasion. 

The first of these deserves only brief comment. Aside from the 
great likelihood that such negotiations would accomplish nothing what- 
ever, such ἃ policy aims at the wrong target. The objective should be 
the regime, not the missiles, and we aren't ever going to talk that 
regime out of existence. However the dominant objection to this course 
was that, no matter how devoutly its adherents might believe to the 
contrary, it would have verged on political suicide for the Democratic 
Party and consequently was not a real-world option open to President 
Kennedy. 

The idea of bombing the miasile sites out of existence demands 
more detailed discussion because it avoids Democratic Party suicide, 
it demonstrates a willingness to act vigorously (indeed it is mich 
better than blockade from this standpoint), it avoids many of the costs 
associated with invasion, and it can be finished quickly and decisively. 

From a military standpoint one could question the ease with which 
this really could be done. We would probably have to knock out some 
air defense sites as well, and the collateral damage that would be 
done might be rather more than we relish. Above all there is the 
negging question of whether there would remain any undetected missiles; 
this course not only would not necessarily knock out the ones there now, 
but would do nothing to prevent new missiles being introduced covertly. 

However the foregoing ig only detail. ‘The main deficiencies of 
this course are: 

1. the missiles aren't the proper objective in the first place 

2. this would do nothing to eliminate the communist regime 

(10 even might engender great deal of sympathy for Cestro) . 
3. it suggests, by indirection, that the central war threat 
was our principal. concern whereas that theme should be 
avoided. . 
For the foregoing reasons, and especially the third, the writer 
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believes that it would be adviseble to withhold direct attack on these 
missiles even during an invasion. We should instead rely on our 
strategic miclear deterrent to keep the central war problem out of 

the picture, and should go about taking over the missile sites intact. 
No doubt the Russians would destroy the missiles before we got our 
hands on them, but the policy would be the better one for us to follow 
and we might accidentally get our hands on an intact missile. 
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IX. GENERAL OBSERVATIONS 


It is evident that this writer felt, as recently as Aagust, that 
the U.S. was caught in a dilemma. On the one hand, that the Cuban 
regime posed a long-term problen and danger which would gradually 
worsen as the regime became emboldened, and which was not really likely 
to be displaced by any measure short of force. There is simply too 
little evidence in support of the thesis that Widespread disapproval, 
votes of censure, internal unrest, or economic sanctions will unseat a 
communist-oriented police state supported by Russia. But on the other 
hand there was, in August, too little demonstrable case against Cuba _ 
to comprise a casus belli--the more so since the Bay of Pigs event 
increased general opposition to weakly-provoked U.S, armed intervention. 
Hence this vriter, while believing that armed intervention to depose 
the regime would eventually be a necessity, saw no then-present oppor- 
tunity and was then opposed to armed intervention. _ 

Clearly I was predisposed to find, in the offensive missile buildup, 
the unforeseen but welcome casus belli--the opportunity for a needed 
but previously forbidden action suddenly appeared and I viewed it in 
that light at the outset. ‘The effort in this paper to hypothesize a 
Russian rationale does not, of itself, bear on my basic view that 
invasion vas needed sooner or later. On the other hand, although the 
spectrum of attitudes in Washington mst have included some long- 
standing advocacy of invasion, the U.8. treatment of the crisis seems 
to Indicate that the preponderance of views was not based upon a 
comparable predisposition to find an excuse for invasion. Clearly 
the prevalent assesament of the threat end of the proper means to deal 
with it was, and remains, different from nine. 

There is no reason to doubt that the stekes are generally recog- 
nized to be the whole of Latin America (and, secondarily but importantly, 
other areas such es Africa and Asia), not just Cuba itself. There 
does appear to be a difference of opinion whether it is preferable to 
to met the threat at the source or at the target--a highly uncertain 
problem offering emle opportunity for disagreement. 


A Ce aire amattee atime es 6 a se ited meee τα dtamchitRaedgeme gn 
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More important is the apparent desire of the Administration to 
hew to world order and to such vorld law and organization as exist. 
The appeal at the outset to UN intervention ani inspection, the interest _ 
in OAS support, and finally the willingness to engage the Red Cross in 
inspection, point in this direction. It would be unfair to attribute 
this attitude wholly to interest in improving appearances; we are 
obliged to recognize in the Administration a sincere interest in world 
order for its own seke and a willingness to employ more difficult 
Methods (and even less certain and less popular methods) for its 
furtherance. ‘These are matters of practicality as well as principle 
with which this writer generally agrees. 

Unfortunately principle alone affords Delphic guidance, as usual, 
because many principles eminciated in our own hietory and embodied in 
our famous documents seam to call for action to free Cuba from a 
tyrannical regime. Certainly neither side of this question of armed 
intervention has sole call on morality. The more pressing question is: 
Which course vas more likely better to serve the means and ends of 
morality and of world order? It is highly questionable whether deferred 
treatment or restrained treatment of the Cuban situation will indeed 
produce the better course of events--no matter what meaning is attributed 
to “better.” a 

Granting, then, that the writer claims and grants no patent on 
wisdom or insight, there remain three features of U.&. policy and 
conduct in thie affair which arouse dissatisfaction on fairly general 
grounds; 

1. There is no public evidence that the Administration 

went beyond the first line of clictle in searching for 
en understanding of Russian motivation and objectives. 

2. There is no public evidence that the earlier decision 
not to invade was reviewed in the light that the 
crisis would alter future opportunity to invade. 

3. The U.S. conduct fell short of the optiman, even 
within the ‘noninvaaion context, because it enhanced 
or failed to minimize Ruasian opportunities in respect 

- to Russia's. secondary objectives. 


On the first point: all evidence seams to indicate that the 
‘Administration was somewhat surprised by the advent of offensive 
weapons in Cuba (which surprise is excusable because there seems to 
have been no substantial basis upon which to predict their advent), 
anda that there was a fairly protracted period of speculation as to 
what the Russians were up to. : However the forms of epeculation which 
have been reported are a catalog of American stereotypes. The primary 
predilection seems to have been to see this either as a move on the 
central war board or on the Berlin board or on the overseas bases 
_ board--all favorites in Washington. This ie an unimaginatively short 

list, and the most remarkable omission from the list is Cuba itself; 
nobody seems to have suggested that the purpose of the event centered 
in Cuba as an entity in itself, Whether or not the hypothesis offered 
herein has merit, it would seem that the determination of policy showd 
at least reflect the consideration of this and similer hypotheses. 

As to the second point: it snould be self evident that the course 
of these events would effect the future, and consequently this should 
have been an occasion to review decisions reached previously. Inasmuch 
as this crisis was probably unforeseeable--and seems not to have been 
foreseen earlier than October--it is inherent thet an earlier decision 
not to invade was reached without any substantial consideration of the 
effect this crisis would have in altering the conditions which led to 
that decision. Indeed it could easily have been said in late August 
that that was not the time to invade but that the U.S. could always 
invade later if the situation worsened. However in October it became 
noteworthy that the unfolding events could make it much more difficult 

to invade later, and consequently that the previously-acquired view 
required reconsideraticn. There is, however, nothing available to 
suggest that such a basie for reconsideration was recognized. Rather 
it appears that the question of invasion was indeed reviewed but only 
in the sense of reconstructing the original line of thought without 
any alteration reflecting the new conditions. 

In connection with the third of these points, the failure to 
optimize U.S, conduct even within the decision to blockade but not 

invade, the principal item is the failure to avoid the central war-- 
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mclear weapon atmosphere. Indeed the U.S. mede specific reference 
to this interpretation of the events in various times and places ; 
thereby considerably enhancing the effect. Inasmch as this is at 
varience with the Administration's announced desire to shift the % 
emphasis to limited war objectives and to conventional forces, 
Administration behavior 16 samevhat eurprising and perhaps denotes 
that the veneer overlying the older massive retaliation concepts is 
- still thin. 

Our conduct has been less than optimm in other datatls Which, 
in the long run, may turn out to have been important. We have 
established a narrow definition of what constitutes an “offensive” 
weapon and, by omission or by expression, ἃ broad definition of what 
constitutes a “defensive” weapon. Furthermore we seem to have said 
that even a huge deployment of "defensive" weapons on our doorstep is 
acceptable. In the political maneuvering we have grented Khrushchev, 
quite needlessly, the mantle of statesman and have afforded him 
improved opportunity to pose as a savior. In accepting Red Cross 
inspectier, i: have demeaned the UN by treating the Red Cross as an 
adequate substitute, and we have set an unfortunate precedent for 
incompetent inspection. We have also ‘undercut our own original claim ὦ 
that the Cuban missile problen was terribly important. 

If, es seems likely, Russia modulates the contimuing evolution 
of this affair go as to withhold the casus belli while enhancing the — 
frustration, then there is little prospect thet the course of events — . 
can be reversed, It would seem highly unlikely that we will invade 
during the next year or two and the major features οὗ. this affair seen 
to be pert of history, not current events. We can retrieve some of: ‘the 
ground which this writer velieves we lost. if we can learn from it some 
᾿ leesons ‘applicable to the future. We atill have 6 long way to go 

because,” as Khrushchev said, the game is chess and we persist in playing 

“it: as five-card stud Wherein. there | is only one hole card. 


